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ABSTRACT ‘
In an examination ‘of the implementation af. . .
educational change, a discussion is presented on the purpose,
meaning, and context of change. Cénsideration, is given to the value
of change, its benefits and feasibility, and the capacity for
implementation.. In the, second sSection of the paper, 14 factors
related to the implementation of change in schools are summarized,
and corresponding research on these factors is cited. In dxscussxng .
the characteristics of the change itself, the factors ¢f need,
clarity, complexxty, quallty, and practxcalxty are examined. cslx
- factors influencing the characteristics of change at the school .
district level are discussed: (1) the district's histery of
innovative dttempts; (2) the ,adoptics process; (3) district
administrative support;. (4) staff/development and part1c1patxon,~\6)
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In dxscuss;ng the school level factors relating to change, the role
of the principal, teacher-teachet relationships, and teacher
characteristics and orientations are singled out as factors for
consideration. The last set of factors are considered under the label
of assistance external to the school dxstrxct Six types 9f outcomes’
of change are identified: (1) degree of organizational change; (2)
scope of implementation; (3) incorporation of the product; -(4)
incorporation ¢f a problem-sclving process; (5)" problem resolution;
and’ (6) personal .impacts. The final section of the paper'addresses
1mp11catxons, unresolved issues, and the question of derxvxng
practical lassons “for - 1ntegrat1ng the theory and practice -of ~
_educational change. (JD) , ‘
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-on the problem of educational change
. +
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Oover.a decade ago, a trilogy- of studies on implementation -

Grosst (1971), Sarason (1971) and Smith and Keith (1971) — all well

»/ - _ v ‘ .
done and provocative, launched a new wave of interest and researth

o 1

They were studies of the

failure of educational change'in practice. As ihsightful as these .
. e - . '
studies were they were only of. inchoatg value. We found out during

Lz

, the 1970%s that there were many different ways to fail, and beirg

able to, explain failure was not of direct help in being able to

-

understand, let alone lnrluence success. ‘In 1982 I believe we can

.

-honestly say that -we can understand success, and even help bring it

« £ &
about under certain conditions (the latter of course being a

..
-

.
» N ’

signifitant‘qualifier).

I propose to examine the questign of .implementation under three

headings: First, a consideration of the phrpose, meaning and context of change;

the qccond and core aspect summarizes f*ndlngs £rom émplementatlon

rthe final section of the paper addresses implications,

Ly

unresolved iSSUQS, and the questionuofader1V1nghpract;cal lessons

research per sc;

for integrating the theory and practice of educational change.
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I THE PURPOSE, MEANING AND CONTENT OF CHANGE . Sl

L] l -
' ' LS :
1 v . " ,24-
-

. -

- Y .
There are threc fundamental points to be made at the outset

pertaining respectively to purposc, meaning and context. -First, °
‘ . ‘ w

in theory, the purpose of educationei chahgé is to help schools ’ :
. \

b )

- .

L

ace omrllsh their goals more cffoctmvely bv replacing some programs

-

or practices with better ones. However, in agtual practice it iss
not at .all clear what is better, and ;or Wwhom. We cannot assume

trat 2ny given change i3 worthwhile and %nould be implem?nted; 1n

.
’ [

. o . A= .
examining thas matter we should keep in mind two central guastions: .
wWho benei:te frcm the change (the wvalues questicn)? And, How sound

ér feasible is tho jdea and th¢ program or approach (the capac*“y for . 4,#

»

implementation guestion)?. Both are complex’and diffipult questions

to answer. To highlight the problem consider figure 1.

1’ . . /
‘ Figure 1 Types of Imglhmentat;on Outcomes of
Adopted changcs . ‘ ) -
o Actual Implementation )
R { : . f . - L
. Yes No i)
. Yes | I ‘ 11 . - -
Value and technical s
guality of the change '
4, ) ) NO - III ¥ K IV

- ' ’ - ‘

(From Fullan, 1982:14)

been real change in practice. "Value and technical quality" collapse i

the two factors related to who benefits and whether or not the program p

~
P -

) "Actual implementation® refers to whether or not there has
|
7
|
I
:




r, : s v) .
has been technlcally well developed *

-

Type I in flgure 1 reprcsents.what we are presumably striving
-t . for: actual 1mplementat10n of & guality program which we value.
'\
F‘"Type I; reflects a planning problem in that a worthwhlle program
N 7/

for whatevespreasons is not Wworking. We do not often conceive of
¥ . ' >

! T)pcs III and IV. 1In the former situation a change which‘;s not

wcll developed and/or valued is belng put into practlce. In short

a bad chance is being introduccd. Type 1V, interestingly, is a form
,of success in that a poorly valutd or poorly devcloped change is btzng

rcjcctcd in pract:cc. In any case, tho point fs'that whethor a

. e .

A
particular potdntial changc program or direction is desiralle is

.

[ i (3"
. ’

affected. .

The second main p01nt is that change happens to 1nd1v1duals.

»

’ -, Every change has two components: dh-lmp1101t or exp11c1t "theory
T ~ \ )
of edugation" (what the change.is) and an implicit or explicit

Yy

"theory of change" (the process belnq followed to 1mplement it).

Indlv1duals must fin meanlnq in both aspects, if change is to
. )

succeed No’ matter who cec1dcs on thé direction of change - teachers,

‘administratars, external developers or pollcy-makers the meanlng of

change in terms of acceptance, rejcctlon, and modlfﬁcatlon‘mpsty

; be confronted and worked through. .I leave ‘open the question of .

» .
L - ~

wHether change, is initiaﬁ%d internal or .external to a school or*a

° M A
* a ' ’ - «
*x > -
The two factors of who benefits and ‘technical quality must be
separated in any fur her analysis, and are combined here for ¢

the sake of simplicity’in’ making the main p01nt. - .
-

-

an opch gquestion to be determined.by khv variety of people most
* . N L]
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school district. .The fact is that chandes come from both internal ,
- -"‘ ' N . . . . .
eaf external sources, and must be assessedfonLtheirwpart%pular " . L
> - . :

merits from each ind;yidual's or group's perspective. Neither
internal or external change is intrinsically good or bad. , ,

* \

-

NN The third basjé issue is:that educational change is context

.

bound. The history, personalities, and socio-political climate ¢

* - . »7 M 3 ) *

within each sctting constitute major determinants of change outconcs.
N :

t -
Therc are a number of common factors related to success and failuve, '

¢y
"

Lut in any individval situatiop Loth commor and unique knowiedge -

T . : . . ),
%§ necessary (seg. Lindblom and Cohenf 197¢). . R . :
N Y e v . ¢
* Thg message in the rest of this paper is twofold: (1) don't .
- . coe .

. o - - : o8
launch:headlong into something without first checking out many .
factors known to affect the chances for success, and (2) don't .

. . = L - ¢
be afraid to try something new armed with-the knowledge garrered
P oy - [} -
from the résearch and practice of educational change over the past Lo
decade. Let us now turl. to what research on implementation has to n
. te ’ A
B tell-us.’ ’ . e
" » - - {‘E‘ .
1
. ‘ .
_—— L] .
g “ ° i : t s ):;
4 4
) ) ’ * ‘ . ‘ ' »
: ’ ' —
1
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I1 IMPLEMENTATION, RESEARCH ‘ ‘ a
. -

Implementation. consists of the process of putting into

-

pra¢t1ce (or. failing to do- so) an idea, proaram Or.set of

-

act1v1t1es hew to the people attempting or expected, tS\chanae
It may be externally imposed or voluntarily sought, explicitly

detlned in detall in advance, or developed and adapted

1ncrenentally through use, designed to be used unlfornlv, or

A~

dcliberately planned so that users can specify it accorgding to

N

their perceptions of the needs of the sitvation. We can divide

&

implepentatfcn into\two broad components: factors a;fectlng
implementetion, anq implementation outcomes - ‘ the latter being
referred to increasingly under thevrubric of schoolvimprdvement.
b w@ii return to and elaborate‘cn the concept of impleﬁEntatioh

outcomes in the iatter part of this section, but let me suggest
; . ]

. for starters that one m%gor type 0f outcome is "change in practice."*

I tend :to ‘view change in practlce as being miltidimensional
consisting of at. least three.related aspects (1) changes in the

use of new resources in the classroom (currlculum materials, new

~

technology etc.); (2) change in classroom behavior (e.g., new

.

skllls and teachlng behaviors in relation to the chanae),,and (3)

—alteratlons in beliefs, theories or assumptions associated with

% ¢

the change. Implementatlon is so dlfflcult because it involves
.Q\ " L}

13
[ S

For the sake of 51mp11c1ty I will focus on changes in .
classroom practlce. N . -

s

a

:’xﬁ
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potential changes_in what people do (using new reeourCes and-
. new teaching aporoaches) and in what they think’ (altering one's -
4 . ‘
beliefs and educational theories) * Most directly then, the

questdion of implementation is ‘one which-asks. wh*ch factors/affect

¢ the likelihood that there w111 be changes in what, peop1e do ancé |

v think in relation to their educational practices. In tae rest of
s

h*s section T will first’ take up the topic of what we Xnow apout .

s‘ L

. n
factors affecg&ng;zmplementation, and second, conclude with a

-

discussion of impdementation outcomes. , . e

b . . .
o~

Factors Affecting” Irolementation

“ Sv— . 7
Although the process of implementation is complex in any .

e
given situation and there are manv/aifferent specific varaaples,.
L » >
pe*mutations and combi"ationa, lt is possible to sumnarize 1n a
J \
’ relatively comnrehenSive way the main factors. ThlS involvei some

abstraction, and there are different ways of Qrganizing the \
7 B

* . R N ]
clusters of variables involved. However, much of the research)
- . \
" .

over the past ten years (and increasingly so) is consistent in\ .

. \ 1

* identifying a/number of factors related to change in practice.
i

zed them )

t 4

(for a slightly different but congruent;summary see Berman,

Table 1 contains a list of these factors’as I Have organi

1981).'
\

In effect; table 1 suggests that change in practice is a function

’

L : . - . ) »\

5

*
In a more ¢complete treatment of the topic, I define the problem

B ~ of educational changes as the problem of meaning - of the difficulties

L and conditions under which individuals can come to understand the
why and how of doing something hew (See Fullan, 1982).




. ’EJACTGRS Af?ECTING IMPLEMENTATION
// . / .
o A. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CHANGE

1. Need

2. Clarity o . \
‘3. Complexity K '

4. Quality and practicality : )

- B: CHARACTPRISTICS AT THE SCHOOL. DISTRICT LEVEL

¥

ﬁ -

5. The district's history of innovative attempts

* B I's

6. The adoption process [ _

i 7. District ‘administrative support »
. 4
g. Staff development and participation

v

> " 9. mTime-line and Information Systems

. ‘10. Community characteristics
. +

C. 'sgHOOL LEVEL FACTORS
11. The role of the principal -
.12, féacherAteacher relationships

3, . ) ‘

13. Peacher charqpteristics and orientations

-
5

D. EXTERNAL FACTORS L

€ ]
' 14. External agsistance

_v/ ’ "
;//////TABLE 1 .
. <

~

M
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of four types of characteristics pertaining to:. A. The Change' ‘},
. L . |
belng attempted B. .The School Dlstrlrt C. The school Level, and ! f
W
; 3 ;

D. External Assistance. It will only be po§51ble id this paper

-

to summarize briefly’ the nature'of the 14 factors and corresponding

o o -
_ ; * - . ¢ . 3

research. - -, - . . :

// . ‘ -0 \~H/ ' ' ’

/ 3 . - t <

/ ' ’ . . )

- . . : . . » g “' - i \‘\ -
A. Characdteristics of *the Chance -0
1. Need ™ L. ~ .

& 14 . ~
Many 1nnovatlons are attempted without a caxe ul R

examination of whether they address partlcular prlo*ltj

»
A}

) +» , needs. Teachers for ‘example, frequently 45 not see the
., -, ’ ., N N
need for a change that is being advocated. Severail

large scale &tudies’ confirm the importance of relating
need to decisions about fnnovations or chance directions. .

In the Experlmontal Schools (ES) pro;ect Rosenblum and

N

Louis (1979: ré) found that "the degree to whlch there was

<

,a formal recognition within the school system of-unmet = .

. . . / . . o _ o
needs" was one of the four "readiness factors" which was
\ LY

asspciated with. subsequent impleméntation. The Rand
Change Agent Study (FPSEC) identified problem solv1ng

. decision-making (f.e., 1dent1f1catlon of a need linked

3

to. selection of a.program) as strongly.related to successfyl

* L]
‘. = .
. » .

™

The following discussion is somewhat cryptlc due to llmltatlons of
space. - Each of the factors should be discussed at more length
because there are ‘many gualifiers and nuances involved.

3 A
) 2

L -

5‘4 . .
i0 )
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v implemen%ation kBerman and McLaughlin, 1978). The RDU

pro:ect reports that percelved relevance of products is

correlated 51gnlf1cantly with extent of lmplementatlon

* - . .
ht

o (Louis and 'Rosenblum, 198}). Other studies have . '

discovered that iﬁplementation is more effect;ve wHen

relatively focussed or specific needs are identified.
N s . N v -

i

Ae.g.. Emrick and Peterson, 1978, Louis and Sieber, '1979).
of courseé the preblem is that need may-not be cvident at’
the bcginﬁfng of the change process, but may be created as

—— 7 N . '

- people get more familiar with a particular change (see

. . 'especially the case studies in Crandall et al'e
v ) . . Lt \ v

forthcoming research on Dissemination Efforts supporting

3

v

- School Improvemeht (DESSI) +

- » '
f

2. Clarity" : - ~

A ~

Clarity (about goals -and means) is’a perennial'problem

in the change process, .Even¢when there is a potential need;

«

as when teachers want to 1mprove some area of the currlculum,

LN
-

the change may be- not at all clear about what they should

dO‘dlfferently. Gross et al (1971) found that the - &

s

-

majority of teachers were unable to 1dent1fy }he essential _
Problems "t

e LI

»

- *features of the innovation they gere uslng.

. related to cParlty have been found ‘in V1rtua11y“évz?§ study

N '.\ . '
The change, for instance, may not be eufflclently well developed "
-to be "implementable". : .

(%8
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CE

5, .

: and Pellegrin, 1273, Mlles,aa978 i/$§5*;1378-Weathg;}§;3
dif

L 1979).

RIC .. '

| - -

of srgrifrcantrcnange (e g., Aokl, eu al, 197Zf/eharters

In“short, lack of clarity fuse goals and °

- . . . %

- represents a major

El

+

unspecified means of .implementatign
A © . AN

~

. ) )
problem at the implementation stage at which time teaghers-

P . .

’ and others find that the change is simply not very‘clear

A

3

- -

’ .
as to what it means 1n practltevx\\\ﬂ

[3 .
. N .

e Clarlty, of course, cannot "be dellvered or a platter.

- s

.
g

- -~

) . It is acccmplished or not dependlng on the Erocess *

{Nor is greater clarity am end in itself. Very simple

.t LS

Jand sighificant changes can be voty clear}.While mere

-

difficult and worthwhile ‘ones may not be amenable to

easy olarifiqation, This brlngs me dlrectlv to the;thl:d

C e _.Mrelatedﬁfgctorﬁ; complex;tyﬁ - et
3. omnlex1tz ' ' .
v, » M z
v .. E Complex1ty re—crs to’ the dlfflculty and extent of

change which might be 1nvolved for'lnd1v1duals engaged in

0‘ .

The actua] amount depends or. the starting

-

’1mprementation.
. AN
p01nt for any glven 1nd1v1dual on group, but the main idea’

«

rs that any change can be examlned ln regard to the

v

dlfflculty, Sklll requlred

beliefs, teachlng strategles, and use of materza,s
- &/‘ .

.

and extent of alteratlons 1n-

Mahy

-
. v e

» .

. ° . .
- i . ’ " S

- * .
N . 1

The relationship to other factors in categories B and C is obvious.
To take one example, staff development’ actlvities if appropriate, '

contribute to greater clarlty. , -, .

.

B ®

e —

2

’

W
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~ sﬁangeg such as open.educa*ion (Bussis et al, 1976) ~'?}

systematlc dlrnct 1nstructlon (Gersten et’ al, 19817

CoL 1nau1ry!or1ented soclal stud1es (Aoki et al, 1977), spec1al

.- ) ecucéthn {weatherley, 1979), parent 1nvolvement (Fantlnl, .'1 ;L; g;

< e 1980), etc., require a sophlstlcated arrayaoi act’vrtles,‘ SR
*gf ) : 4 R It

d1agnos1s, teachlng strateqies and phllosophlcal

a—

//

-

~

unoerstandlno in order to achleve-effectlve 1mprementatmon

- ".

While comp]cxlty creates problems For 1mp1eren+atlon.

~

1t may?result in greater change because more 1s belng
[ 2NN
% >

attempted Berman and McLaug?lln (1977.88) found*the-

/

Fd

1nterest1ng combination that "ambltlous projects were less

t.

successful in absgznte ‘terms of the percent of project

goals achieved, but they ically stimulated more teacher

" change than projects attempting less s\\zhosihdhanges,which
.did occur were more thorough as a result of t e - extra :

i

e T \.;_“_r

effort which the project required-or inspired.

As Berman

- (1979) stated it elsewhere,

"11tt1e ventured, noth1ng

In the DDSSI study, Crandall. et al 4forthcom1ng)

gained"™,

discovered that ;t was necessary to separate teachers_

¢ .

attemptlng a major change from those attempting a minor . ‘ -

change before.dlscernlble patterns of explanation could be

.found.*

Y

L4

A * .-

v

i

It is the case that simple changes are easier to

-

-’

o . R
. . v

Degree ‘of change was defined in terms of the individual startzng
points of teachers. Thus using the same innovation some teachers
faced major change, and others mlnor ‘change dependlng on their

r o startlng p01nts. . . : )

Y. ] -
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_to carry out, but they may not make much of A difference. .

]

Relatively complex changes promise to accomplish_morew
- .

*s

Whether .they do .or not depends on, the comblnat;on of

- factors dlscussed in this section. «

-

4. Quallty and Practlcallty - .

T - The Tast fattor'assoctated-é&reet1ﬂ with fhe naiure

Lt

of change concerns the quallty and“practlcallty of ) ‘ B

“t - 4

materials1 products (cr whatever form the changeacomes.
. . & -t _ "\"-‘ :
1h) The larce scale'evalhatxon of innovations adopted

) thxough the National Diffusion Netwcrk (NDN) speaks to

'f _r+ the issue: "well articulated adoption materlals, whlch...

are complcte, well orqanlzed comprehensive .and detalled"
T T ——

and address "how to" concerns are more effectlve at the

1
l

@ <

.implementationfstage; at earlier phases, conc1se, overview
materlals are better (Emrlch et al, 1977 Emrick and
CL Peterson, 1978'73) The RDU {Louis and Rosenblum, 1981)

and DESSI (Crandall et al forthcomlnc) studles also conflrm

- ‘that product quality is -an 1mportant,factor in relatlon

- = i )
4 #+

;f to}chanée in practice,*

' B

1

The history and role of product or program qua11 is’

* O "

notxstralghtforward * The rush for 1nnovatlon in the earller

-

€
L]

H € .

%_. N \ .
~ ~
.« * -
. M ’ 4
. .
-
¢ *£ . - i ‘ v
T

I .do not examine questions of measurement in this paper. Quality
can be measured in terms of "perceived quality" by users, or .
-throu some system of external validation (e g., Joint Dlssenlnatlon

Review Panel). «

pergkd of educatlonal change (the 1960's) prooably resul“ed ?'
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‘

i insuf f1c1ent§M_developed or/poor quality changes:

«,haveubeen).

T

> A
as_it may, many innovative efforts have suffered from the

~
~ e

~ e ==

s »

/
(however needed _the partlcular change. dlrectlons mlght o

~

There is a/softhe more subtle, problem to ‘ ‘

-

which I have referred elsewhere as "the d1£emma¢o£

explicitness" (Fullanvénd Pomfret, 1977:368-9). To

-1

make innovations highly explicit at the developrent stage

may mean that they are inappropriate for the variety -of

e

settings faced by teachers. \

For many problems, the

situational knowledge of teachers is essential tn deciding

on the specific form of change (see Connelly and Elbaz,

1980, Roberts, 1980). On the other hand,

l9é0, Huberman,.

to leave innovations general, results in great confusion

[ ———

about what to do in practlce.‘ »

One of the, better

-

resolutions is sugaested by Berman (1 95@5 1nfdnich he

observes that some educatlonal problems are amenable to

i

programmatic (or exp11c1t) solutlons, while others require

mor ¢ complex, adaptive resélitions over time. Be that’
!

lack of high quality, practical, usable resources. One

of the more fascinating'impliéations of this. observation "

I

“is to consider whether relatlbely Unstructured innovations

r

(e gn, open educatlon) have ﬁalleo because they have

eschewedr the cumulatlve development of practical, specific

resources at the operatlonal level. gereiter and Kurland

(1981) cr1t1c1zefthe more unstrgctured educational N

i
PO

d . ) “ . o
proponents exactly on these grounds. .
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B Characteristics at the School District Level*

. The settings.in which people work - the planned and
e s .

unplanned events and activities ~ influence whether or not

= L

“» given change attempts Vill Pe préductiQe. Tﬁe local s¢§ool
systep represents ¢éne majo% set of situational constraints
or oprortunities for effective educationq} chénge. The same
/ ‘ . : »
) unrmitigated %isastgr in}another. I have distilled a
substantial émount of evidence about what makes cschool systems
effective into six factors: the history of in;Zvafive attempts,

) the adoption process (if the change involves a district

- : decision), central administrative sipport and involvement, staff

a development approaches, the time-Iine and:infbrmatién systen,

and board/community characteristics.

5. The d;strict's'history of innovative attempts
Most attempts at collective change in education seem -
to fail, (wifh,some rece%t éxceptions) andifaiiure means
frustration, wgsted time,lfeglings of incompetence and
lack of support,‘and disillusionment. The importance.of

the district's history of innovation attempts can be

o

stated in the form of a proposition: . the more that

teachers or others have had negative éxperiences with

-

* -
I do not consider every conceivable district factor. For example,
the growing trend to more formal teacher/school board relationships
(management/unioh contracts) could be examined, but the issue is too
broad, -and insufficiently researched to warrant any generalizations

about its impact on change. I have confined the list of factors to
or.5 - the -
climate

those known to have an influence on implementation. Fac
O district's history - of course, pertains to the politica

L‘J;Ri(ifpr change among the various groups.

Tt Proided b G Q

1 . ;
T o o R __._._.________.___.lﬂ._.__.___.»

_,‘p . = 3 ,
7 , program is often successful in one school system, and on :
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prev1ous 1mp’ementatlon attemots in the dist¥ict or
X

elsewhere, the more cynlcal or apathetic they w1ll be
7

abostt the next change whlch is presented regardless of the
perit of.the new idea or orogram (see Sarason, 1971: 219-22).
Dlstrlcts can develop an 1ncanacrty for change as well &s

a capacity for it {(see Berman, McLaughlin et al's 19/8

study of a distYict in a process of "decay")- .

[{=aY
L]

The adoption process

1 The adoption procesé (or deoisioos‘téken individually

% : \ or colleot}vbly to éttemptqoertain changes or nee dirgctions)

" in an imporgant process in its owo right (see especially
Crandall et al, forthcomiﬁg) Its retationship to

1mo1ementatlon or change in practlce is unclear. The mané
FPSEC research xhdlo?ted that opportunlstlc‘and '
bureaucratlcally orlented adoptlon decisions are followed
by limited imple mentatlon (Berman and McLaughlin, 1978)

As a result of this adoption processr subordinates become

-~
}ndlfferent to 1mp1ementat1on, and senior management does

not make sérious, follow through attempts to prov1de ‘
resources, training, etc. On the other hand, if the
decision to charige has been carefully considered with
appropriate commitment and follow throﬁgh by the district,
it is much more like1; to ;be taken seriously by principals
or teachers. Berman, ﬁoLaughlin et.al's (1978) study of

A

five school districts pcovide the cleerest\illustrations

of how opportunities and problem solving districts differ

R~ 1

F i3
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*Note, 1 am referring to initial adoption decisions.
;- be involved in implementation activities and decisions.

v

-

"in their day to day implementation of follow uﬁ"

F3 -
activities (sec also Miles', .1978), five case studies}.
The role of teachers in adoption decisions is

particularly complicated as figure 'two implies.

- v

<

Figure 2 Teacher Participation in Adoption

Decisions and Scops of CHange y .
Scope of Changes .
Large Small ,
. s [ i
Teacher Partici- ' o Coe L
patior in Initial Yes I. 2
Docision . . ‘ ! . #
T - Ne | 11X v Py

For example, even when teacher representétives are ,

.

involved in prégram Jecisions (or development) dbqpt large
seale chanage (situation I), it does not neqcssarily hdiﬁ
other tqg%hors when itbcomcg to knowledge or chﬁitmcrL in
imélemenfing new }deas. Further, even when teachers ax¢
not ind%i%ed.in such initial decisibns (situétion I11), {
implementation may succeed if other féctérs éré positive

(e.gb, the program addreéées a need, staff development

activities are established; and so on,- see Crandall et al).?

-In situations of small scale change, it is‘chear that with
Tl 3

a shaiinﬁumbegxof teachers involved it is preferable and
feasible for mostgdr all teachers to participate in major

I3

decisions. J -

t .

Teachers must

LY : l

Y
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-

-verbal support w1ihout 1mp1ementaﬂmon follow throug ).

1
v - ’

District administrative support

Individual teachers and single schools can bring
» ’ .

! .
.about change without the support of central administrators,

but distriet or subdistrict wide change will not happen
~ ¥ .

N . ) .
without -district support. Although it has always 'been

said ghat the superintendent (and the principal) are

‘

critical to educational change, it‘is only recently

thpt'we arc beginning to understand more specifically

L4

what that means in practice. Most of the research cited
in this soctlon shows that the suppdrt of céntral
administrators is cr1t1ca1 for chanqe in district practice

(e.g., Emrick and, Peterson, I978:70-43). It ‘alsc shows

8-

thatr general support orx endorsement of a new program has
+ . . X
very little ianuence on change in practice (for e.ample,

-

X ° 4

Teachers and others know enough now, if they didn't
fifteen years ago, not to take change seriously unless

central admlnlstrators demonstrate that, it should be.

.(Bcrman,;McLaughlln\etmal, 1978 84- 95 contains an

excellent description of how one new supergntendent with

a mandate from the poard "transformed the dr;;nization":).
. One of the more interesting analyses was carried out

by Rosenblum and Louis' (1979:179). They investigated the

relative efiects on impleﬁentatﬁon<df superintendent

authority on the o'e hand, and classrbom autonomy,of the

teacher on the othér hand. They found that superintendent

authority (nunber of decision areas influenced by the

/19 -
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« <
. » - .}

@ . :
superintendent) was positively associated with,
e implewentation, and- classroom autonomy (number of
. , *
*  classroom decisions that the teacher can make on his ox* her .

own) was negativelx related to implementation. "Rosenblum

and Louis squest thet a degree of cenﬁiiiigg;ioéﬂis‘“

o —

necessary for implemenfing conpreﬁen51Ve changes (across

- i /
: . schools}, and thav,strong norms of classroom autonomy

in some distriéts may actually inhibit organizatignal

and Jdistric! ‘wide chanacs.
o The basic point, hewever, is that the chief exccutive

officer and other key central?administrators set the

conditions for implementation to the extent that they show

ggccifie forms-of;support, and_acﬁive knowledge and
understanding of the rcalities of attemptlng to put a chan
‘into practice. To state it most baldly, the, admlnlstrator

3

affects the cual:ty of 1mplementatlon to the e\tent that he
. or she understands and helps to manage the set of factors
and the procéesges described in this section.

Ra
»

8. sStaff development and participation

-

Singe the essence of educational change consists of
learning new ways of thinking and doing, new skills,
knowledge, attltuden, etc., it follows that staff aevelopmﬁp

¢ is one of the most important factors related to change in
‘ practice. Pre-implemcntation training by itself in which

~ - ~

. sessions, even intensive ones, are used to orient people

to new programs does not seem to work (Berman and McLaughlin,
1978:27, DSwney et al,,1975, Miles, 1978, Smith and Keith,

1971, etc.,etc.). One shot workshops prior to and even
. ' .

. , ;30
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duripg implementation are not very helpful (Rosepblum'

v

and Louis, 1979). Workshop trainers and program consultants

are frequently ineffective. Consultants inside the district’

are unclear about their role and how to be effective -
consultants (Simms, 1978, Lippitt, 1979). Teachers say
they learn Pest from other teachers, but research shcws

that they 1nteract wvtggeach other very 1nfrequont1}

{Lortie,, 1975). When teachers are trained as staff

f

, ' - . .
devedopers they can be very effective in working with other
‘ teachers “(sce Stallings, 1981). Teachers also gay that

they need. direct outside he{g, if it is practical and
- il .

concrete which they find to be the exception rathar than
'thc rule. Rescarchers report that concrete and skill,

specific tralnan is ef‘ectlve, but "only for the short run"

(McLaughlln and Marsh 1978 76) .

The dllemmas and inconsistencies @n trying to understand
(why the "obvious" strategy of staff develbpment fails more
often than it succeeds are easy to resolue.‘ Most staff

development activities consist of one-shot or other briief

£l

encountérs W1th little or no follow through When follow

up and technical support occurs, there is strong evidence

«

that it is related to }mplementatlon outcomes. Louis and
Rosenblum (1981) for ekample, found that external assistance

was very, 1mportant if it was characterlzed by intensity

(frequent intcractlon), initiation as well as respon51veness,

¥

and involved a variety of external agents with different
AN

skills. Research on implementation has demonstrated beyond

a shadow of a doubt that processes of sustained inteéraction

21
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‘* and staff develépment are crucial regardless of whether
thle change cpnceﬁns federally funded change agent projects

(Berman and McLaughlin, 1978), Louis and Rosenblum, 19él.

P

Crandall et dl, forthcoming), school district program
change {(Pratt and Melle, 1981, Berman, McLéughiin‘et al,

1978j, the National Diffusion Network (Emrick et él, 1877),
~ / * .

” -

Organization Development érograms (Fullan, Miles ané Taylor,

_1980), staff development programs related to implementation
N . . » "
(Hall and Loucks, 1978%, change in rural school districts

AJ

(Herriott and Gross, 1979), Rosenblum and Louis, 1979),
. . . -4

.the blarning and implementation of new schools (Miles .

et al, 1978), head sthrt and follow through programs

(Hodées et al; 1980, Rhine (ed.) 1980, or technoloéical

A

‘change (Yin et al, 1977). . ‘ o
‘ ‘»

%

9. Time~line and Information Systems

¥

Time perspective is one of the most neglected aspects .

- of the implementation process. Ten years ago, Sarason:
(1971) recognized time as a critical factor:
"In pradtice, the desire of the agents of change*&él
get started - not-only because of internal and eztgfnal

. pressures but also because of the awareness, §omeﬁ;mgs
dim, that the road ahead will not be smooth - ‘résults’
in bypassing the different aspects of the time
perspective problem, a bypass that might have no *

' immediately adverse consequences, but can be counted -

h

on to produce delayed, and sometimes fatal difficulhiesn

® (Sarason, 1971:219)

Central decision makers know the complexities of the

adoption process, practitioners know the complegities




-

of the implementation process. They live in two

different subjective ‘worlds. What appears rational to
X . . : L ‘e

one side, is resistance to change to the other ‘(see

j. Cdwden and Cohen, 1979).* Time is ignored, because

¢ o
it cannot be-solved. There will never be enough of it.

Avoiding difficult problems creates even hérg serious

V
-

. : » » » - ¢ '. . . - . []
onés, and time is no exception. .Unrealistic time lines

add to the burdens of implementation -‘materidls fail to’

£

arrive on schedule, orientatién and training is neglected
or carried out perfunctorily, communication is hurried,
Al 4 - .

and freaguéently overlooked or misinterpreted, people *
become overloaded with the requirements of new programs

3 - Py

! and carrying on as usual (see Charters and Pellegrin, 1973,

b . —

: > T
vin et al, 1977). Disillusionment, burn out, <cynicism,
apathy, etc. come to characterize many people's orientation

to all changes that come along. . Open ended time-lines
are also problematic because they create ambiguity about

whaj is expected and whén, and a lack of,clarit9 about

Jﬂhat constitutes progress.

. . Whatever time-line is used, one of the major dilemmas
[y &

4 - faced is what kind of information to collect, when, and

how best to use it. This can range from hf@hly elaborate

L]

_ . 7
»
This helps to explain why’éach side feels misunderstood by the other,
and why people are: frequently surprised by how others completely
. misinterpret the best of their intentions, and literally do not
- hear what they are saying. ‘

o .
.
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o

accountability schemes (Wise, 1980) to having né»fogmalfi

information system at all. Informatlon qah be gathered

'

on the extent and proé@ems of 1mplementation, and/or on o

student achlevtnent and other de51red outhmes. .Thé,
issues involved 1n settlng up,a d15tr1ct wide 1nformatlon

3

system arge too comollcated to delve 1nto at thlS Dolnt

2 3

e>¢e0t for three obéervations. Flrst,'there 15 no evidence

. [y

that 1nformatlon on student achlevement by itself regu *s

..“_

in. 1mp*oved 1mplementatlon. Student learnlng data f; N

r‘

provides .little 1n51ght into the soec1f1c probiems of

-

¢ s

mélementation (such’as teachlng behav1or, effcctlve staFf
development activities, etc. ) Second, 1nfqrmatlon on‘

4 /»'

implementation concerns canfbe very effecthe 1n fac1&1tat1ng
change provided that it ls l;nked to a system for actlng

on it., Pratt and Melle, 1981, descrlbe ‘how thlS works in

one district. The research in gpneral shows that most

school districts do not have evaluation systems linked to
1nstructlonal‘1mprovement procedures {(Bank,. 1981, Lyon

et al 1978). Third, it is at the school and olassroom
levels where information counts. BAs I will indicate later

an emphasis on collectlng and u51ng 1nformatlon about
student learning and other 1mplementatlon problems has.

v

been found to be strongly related to school 1mprovement -

(Bdmonds, 1979). . % L ' \

-
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., Cormunity Characteristics ‘ W

- 7'."'
not necessarily welcomed by many schools (see Torontd

plqnning and iﬁplementing new programs. .In‘gontemplati?g;

It is very'difficult to generalize about the rclie of

communities in relation to:implementatien. Corwin (1973)

~

fourd that—cemﬁunity-scheol support ‘was cor;elated
pos;tiyely with inpgvat;yeness;~ Smith:énd Zeith'(197lf .
and Gold and M‘i‘les’:,(1981) descri-rbe, the painstaking sagas o
of uhet‘happbns when middle class communities do not like :‘
the %nhovations they‘sce invtheir schools. Demographic
changes'often put increaSing pressure on. schools to.adopt,

if not lmplement, new policies (Berman and M;Laughl~n, 1979).

For example, a case study of the Toronto school systen'

shows how the school board was central to the development

of new multicultural policies and programs which were oo

-

School Board, 1976). Rosenblum ané;Louis (1979:111) found ‘
that &the degree to which environmental changes external
to the school were 1mp1nglng on it to change" was one of
four readiness factors related to subsequent implementation.
Major conflicts, however, sometimes incapacitate districts
in bringing abeut\actual_chahge (in a sense, certain .
adoption decisions have to be settled before euergy,ban f

be turned to implementation). Whatever the case, as Miles/

1980 asserts, attending to political stabilization in

relation to the community is one of the brimary»tasks of

-

-,
o

AV
1
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R ~ . © 3
‘—-,,_~ ; \\ ~ R : ‘/ E3 .' .-c%
~ or 1ntroduc11q 1nnov3t16ns, dlstrlcts frequently lgnore ! §
. the community (see Gold and Mlles, 1981, Smlth and Keith, oo
o 1971y, ¢ N, L v .

- » v * ﬁ , i - . . L.

I would tentatlvely sugaes that most school . - ,

LN ¢ ’
3 .
communities. are usually not dlrectlv 1nvolved in .’

2 . »

implementation7 they can’ pecone aroused,agalnst certain .
innovations; neither highly stable ‘or highly turbulent
fective envircnments for,

The role of 1ndrv1dual parents in

school communities constitute ef

';m“lcmentatlonv

instruction (home tutors; teacher aldes) rather than

A\ ’ N
\
' ¥

- community croups may prov1de one oif uhe most oowerful

- > %

leverages* to more effectlve 1mplemeﬂtat10n (Fantini, 980),

\ Armor et al, 1956, and Fullan, forthcoming, chapter 12)

4
\ -~ ~ * %

School Level Factgrs** ’ ..

o The meaning of the phrase "the school is the unit of \\% ©

Three main factors .

change" will become evident in this sectlon.
-~

-

summarize the influence of the school on implementatior - the

»rc}e of the principal, peer relationships, teacher orientations. .

and cligate of

-

Taken tcgether they constitute the character

3

‘the school as an organization.

i

- -
.

Turbulent communities
goals, purposes, and n

separAte eleme
not enough res

*%
I. do no
There is

effective change &
, I .do describe havé been
junior hi and seconda

There is no assumption:;

I

hat" implementation is "a
eed to resolve more basic
eded adoptions.

.

good thing". ¢
prleems regard‘ng

T

~

T~

gptary and secondary schools in this secticg:
rch on*their differences in relation to

TYow for clear conclusions.

The generalizations

found in schools at all levels (elementary,

ry).

26




"Tne Role of the Pr1nc1pal‘ o ; ' ‘ :

- -
s

All major research on innovation -shows that the

oo
g2 -

prlnclpal strongly 1nfluences the.llkgllhood of change,
but it also indicates that most pzlnc1pals do! not play
1nstructlonal leadershlp roles. Berman and McLaughlln A

" (1977), provide some detail. They found ‘that "projects

> s

hav1ng 5he act1ve support of the pr1nc1pal were +he most

-~

llkely to fare well" (p:124 their enpha51s) Principdlgs'
actions serve to~lecitimate whether a change is to be
taken serlously (and not all changes are) anc to support

-~

_teachcrs {both psychologlcally and resource w1se) Bcrman

-

and McLaughlin ¢1978:128) note that one of the best

.

1ﬁd1cators of active 1nvolvement ;s whether the principal,

Ay - . +
.

"attends workshop tra1n1ng sesslons. if we recall the "

earller dimensions of change (beliefs, resources, teachlng

.- ;

behaviorxr), we m1ght speculate that unless the pr1nclpa1

gains some understandlng of these dimensions ‘(not

»

- ™

necessarily as an expert or.an instructional leader) he

of she will not be able to understand teachers' concernS:

.

that is, will not be able to provide support >fcr
¢

1mplementatlon. Such understand1ng requlres interaction.

»

There is -an abundance of other’ evidence which descrlbes_

. r

how and why the,principal i’s necessary for effective

1mplementatlon. .To take one example Emrick and

Peterson s (1978) synthe51s of . flve major a;;;;ZZE\Tng
~
. of wh1ch was the Rand project FPSEC) identifies admln—

1strat1ve support as one .of five factors common across

" all pr05Ecﬁs:‘

- -2y




“':functloned prlmarlly as an administrator.

S 26 b

t

m,..utilization rarely occurred when building
or.district administrative -components were
indifferent and utlllzation was virtually impossible -

in the préesence of- administrative oppo=1tlon”
(Emrick and Peterson, 1978: 71) s

Whlle’the pr1nc1pa1 can have a major 1mpact ‘on

1mplementatlon there is also conslderable research whlch'

N 4

1nd1cates that he or she frequently does not pla, an

active.role. Rerman and McLaughlin (1978 131) report fjat

one*tﬁird of the téachers'thought that their principal

Teachers rated

these prlnc1pals as 1neffecﬁ1ve and unlnvolved in change.

.

A

N

.
L I
K

~
o

instructlonal }eadershlp.

" “implementing a new role as facilitator of change!
N - ) - = . =

teachers~in'implementing new teaching roles.

. has little Prgparatlon.

.1982, Chapter 8): ‘ ‘

?

only about on -half of school prlnclpals provide active

(see Leithwood, Dowrey et al,

4

1978). The subjective world of the principal
: o by

1975, Simms,

. is such that mah§ of them suffer from the same problem inA

"as do
what the

pr1nc19al should do spec1f1calllAto manage change at the

school level 1s a complex affalr for Whlch the prlnclpal

The,psychologlcal and sociological

problems of change whibp confront the principal are at

. Similar f}ndlngs come from studles of the use of provlnclal-

' currxculum guldellnes in Canada Wthh indicate that at best

’ 3 ..
‘leasg*as great” as those experienced by teachers. (see
1 - - T =

N .
Leithwood and Montgomery, forthcoming and Fullan,

13




Teacher-teacher relationships 2,

The theory of change which is evolving clearly

-p01nts to the 1mportance of peer relatjonships in the

school. Cnange 1nvolves“resoc1allzat10n. Interaction is
the primary basis for soclal learning. New meanings,

new béHEVibr,'Skillé,ﬂetct,'depend‘significantly on <
]

o

whether teachers are working as isolated indiyiduals

(Lortle, 1975, Sarason, 1971) or exchanging 1de=s, sunport,

and p051t1ve feellngs about their work (Little,. 1981,

Rutter et al, 1978). The research!I have.been reviewing "

]

¢r0v1des dlrect confirmatlon that the quality of worklng

.

~

relatlonshlps among teachers 1s strongly related to
1mp1ementat10n (e.qg., Berman and McLaughlin, 1978 119-120;
Rosenbium and Louis, 1979; Miles et al, 1978). Collegiality,

-

open communication, trust, support ang help, interaction,

t

and morale are all closely related. How.this comes about
{2 - - : .

is another question, but 1 have already suggested that the

principal strongly influences the climate of the school.

Berman and>McLaughlin (1978), Galanter (1973)'ahd'others

A

repor% strong correlations between principal support aﬂ?

peef’reletionships-among teachers.

13. Teacher characterlstlcs and or1enté€:§:;

—m
s

Research on teacher characterlstlcs and effective

change is inconsistent in its findiﬁqs. JLevel of education

¥

o~

(e.g., possession of a ‘master's degree) and yedrs of
[ Y

o

teaching experience.are two variables frequently measured

25
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. St o
~

in’ research studies. The results ‘vary, and it is not
difficult to see why given the other factors in_table 1.

’ . v
- -

-
- - r -

It is not level .of education or 'years oi
- - : T

experience that matter so much as. under what di@frict
- ~

) /

.~
- < )

Dependinc on the conditions, innovators and haré core -
: . v

-

;ﬂ-—_——_———
pefined as

*

. There is one teacher trait related to succe8sful

¢

implementation and student.léarning which comes through-
strongly: teacher sense of efficacy. The Rand change

= : -
agent study found a strong relationship between teacher

’

-

\ Ay -
5_‘BeQ§§kSt efficacy* and positive impact of change on’
wvarious measures of success, including percent of goals
achieved, reports-of—improved student performance, and
- -- T———— - .- [ - - -

teacher change (Berman .and McLaughlin, 19 %léfi-

It, is more difficult-to explain how teacheré\get\é .
’ sense of efficacy, but it is encouraging to observe that

‘u

it is not idosyncratic; In some schools, there are much

hlgher proportlons of staff who possess thls orlentatlon

;
-

L ?ﬁan‘iﬁ others, even(when community -and student
¢ . .
—_ _ ,characteristics are similar., This suggests that efficacy

- ~ . »

- *
B - X
] - T e

"a belief on the part of the teacher that he or she
could help eVen the most difficult or unmotivated students"

I

-+

and school conditions do teachers spénd their time. L/

. . resisters are found among all ages, and level$ of %ducation::
» - g -




is more -of an-organizational feature of these schools

which come to pgve,a‘schobl*widé emphasis and expectation

that they caﬂ improve student learning - and they do

(Edmonds, 1979; Rutter et al, 1979).
: No words'could,sum*up Section ¢ more accurately than o
L those of Judith Little, based on her study of work ' ’ R
practices in éix u;ban schools:

"School improvement is most surely and thoroughly
achieved when: .

Teachers engage in freguent, continuous and increasingly
concrete and precise talk dbout teaching practice (as
distinct from teacher characteristics and failings,
, the social 1ives of teachers, the foibles and failures ;
» of students and their families, and the unfortunate
demands of society on the school). By such talk,
teachers build up a 'shared ;anguége adeguate to the .
complexity -0of teaching, capable of distinguishing one "
practice and its virtue from another... .
Teachers and administrators frequently -observe each
-.other teaching, and provide each other with uséful
(if potentially frightening) evaluations of their
teaching. ©Only such observation and feedback can L
: provide shared referents for the shared language of
teaching, and both demand and provide the precision
and concreteness which makes the talk about teaching
- useful. - o : . '
' .o Teachers and administrators plan, design, researct,
evaluate and prepare teaching materials tocether.
. The most prescient observations remain academic ("just
theory") without the machinery to act on them. By
joint work on materials, teachers and administrators
share the considerable burden of development required
- by long-term improvement, confirm their emerging under-
”" standing of their appreach, and make rising standards
: for their work attainable by them and by their students.
Teachers and administrators teach each other the ' .
practice of teaching (Little, 1981:12-13, her emphases). 3»

only two of the six schools in Little's study evidenced

‘a high percentlge of these practices, but conditions for
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effective implemenfiztion on the part of individual

teachers and administrators are clear.

-

D. External Eactors °

- . . e

7 The last set of factors are considered under the general

-

label of assistance external to the schoolidistf%ct;

Governmeénts are by far the major direct and indirect sources oZf o

external assistance to school systems. Even with*recent major

~

cutbacks “in federal capcudnturcs the combined federal and sta » i

- *

margln required for 1molementatlon support -

PR
£

in many school diqtricfs. As one might predict, whether it is-

used fbr better 1nplcmentat10n depends on the characterlstlcs

roles provide the

v

‘n

of local systems, that is, it depends on those factors just

a4

.

descrlbed 1n,categor1es B and C. Technibal'assiStance for

1mplementat10n (materials, consultancy, staff development, etc.)

r is frequently available in federal or state sponsdred.lnnovutlve
oy ’ . )

programs. This too, invOlves a-complicated set of issues. r
2 .

s . . L .')‘
The amount 'of external assistance per se 1S unrelated to implemeng-

ation, but we are learning more about the conditions under which
- K LA

¥ éxternal- help is’ neededtand effective (see Louis aﬂd*Rosenblum,

1981; Lculs, 1980, Crandall et al forthcomlng) The simplest
‘z\N ¢
observation at th1= juncture is that outside a551stance or

stlmulatlon can 1nf1uence 1mplementat10n very greatly provided

o

that it is 1ntegrated with the factors at the. local level

P

described above. In particular, program assistance (materlals,

~
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products) combined with certain types of technical assistance
'\ N
T~

(external agentsj is related to implementation (Louis and \\'

_ Rosenblum). . .? T “\“?»\;

4 v

This completes an overview of factois affecting implementation.

- . .

As Hall and Loucks (1977) observe, imp%emeﬁtation is a process not

an event. The factors described operate as a system of interacting
variables having different values, combinations and contingencies

in any given situation. It is extremely difficult' to uriderstand, s

let alone manage, the details of implementatlion in specific settings.} .

s

Impleméntatioh Outcomes

¢ -

(,

[ g -

Attempts at change have dlfferent kinds of outcomes.. I hé&e
alluded to the most obvious immediate one as "change in practice”,
or more specifically'changes'in th; iise of new respurces, new
Skill; and behaviors, and alteration ofrbéliefs; These changes

of course, are presumably means ;o‘other outcomes such as ingreased
student achievement.\ It is qniy very. recently that we7§avé begun

to .conceptualize and~attemptxto measure implementation outcomes more

N

compfehensively. The most helpful examination of the area of

¥
v -

outcomes of change efforts is contained in the DESSI study (Crandall

4 2

et al, forthcoming). Flve dlfferent klnds of outcomes are‘identlfled

and measured roughly in order from'lntermedlate ‘to more long term
effects. .
1. Degree of Implementation

2. Attitude toward Innovifion~




.
— . -

3. Impact (a) stﬁdents' benefits
: (b) teachers' benefits
(c) organizational benefits

-4. chtinuation'or Institutionalization ) .
. 5. Attitude toward School Improwvement

~\\pegreeuof implementation assesses the degree of actual change

on the“paftaqf teachers (i.e., it is similar to my definition of
)
"changé¢ in practice").. Attitude toward the innovation concerns
. B
perceptions of the strengths and weaknesses of the change. Impact

-
peta

involves an assessment of student learning, teacher benefits (e.g.,

profe551onal development)q and organizational change (e.g., increased

= . inte:actlonq_teamlna) Contlnuatlon involves such matters as .

1ncorporatlon in the budget, staffing and extent of durability of

w o
@he chang e Attltude toward school improvement 1s a kind of meta
',,' -t ’i

\.
ﬁarlable related to whether the experlence with the change effort

é. .*e “)*: :
1ncreases or decreascs people's attitude toward engaging in new
.r’ .

schgpl 1mpr9yement programs - in brief, whether the expcrlence “has

led ﬁeoble to conclude that it is worthwhile to try‘and 1mp1ement‘

program changes. : . ‘ - ' -
The RDU study also makes(a major contribution to the study of

outcomes of adopted programs. 8ix different types of outcomes were

identified: degree of organizational change, scope of implementation,
incorporation of the product, incorporation of.a problem-solving

process, problem resolution, and personal impacts (Louis and

.. Rosenblum, -1981:149) . , ‘ X

-

o ‘ Despite these important starts therée are at-least two major

-problems which are intrinsically complicated. The first concerns




" dutcomes may come at the expense of others. The negative

or in terms of quality as was noted in*figure one earlier.
Y

.
1

ﬁne difficulty of sorting out the.causal order among the different

types of outcomes. Some are obvious such asschange in practice *

hypothetically leads to increased student benefits. Others are-
much more difficult to unravel such as the role of attitudes toward

the change.' The second and more fundamental problem is ‘that the

DESSI and RDU projects examined concrete innovations or products.

Mahy other change initiatives are more open ended and difficult

if not impossible to define in measurable terﬁs (see Farrar et al,
1980, Majone and Wildavsky, 1978, Fullan 1980). Thus, the

assessment of outcomes is much more problematic if one takes a more

>

open ended (adaptlve or evolutionary) view of change than if one

.3
-

examines 1nnovatlons from a fldellty or programmatlc perspective

(see also Berman, 1980). e ,

A final note of caution which,is implicit in the notion of
the need to assess a number 'of different types of outcomes.

Implementatlon-per se is not necessarily a good thing. Change in

.

practice may or may not lead to the desired outcomes. Certain

-

consequences may outweigh the positive ones. The innovation or

change may_not be avgood one in ‘relation. to some people's goals,

-,

v

’ .

k]

-

.
[} '-
v ) ot . .
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) i ' III IMPLICATIONS

. ¢ .
. . . 5
. .
e M N \

We have progressed from general theories of failure toward Y
rore spec1f1c understandlng of how educational change works. '

-
=~ 4

Research during the past five years 1s[1ncrea51ngly more detailed
and clear in.ifs expléhations of bo£h success‘é;dgfailure. Empirically, . ‘
there are'exampies of success (é.g., Crandall et al, fqrthcoming, . .
Little, 1981, Louis and Rosenblum, 1981, Stallings, 1981). .They show é

that bringing about change in préctice is a careful but nor over-

whelming business. Small amounts of time and other resources used
in a focused, persistent manner over a period of months can generate
AY

important benefits. Successful change processes, once described

ts

_are easily understood because they are based on what seems to be -

"organized common sense." {which is not to say that it is easy 'to

*

R . -
harness common sense in difficult situat;oﬁs.)

It is also encouraging to note that other bodies of research

i are iﬁdependently confirming many of the findings. Research on ° <
school effect§ (Edmgnds, 1979, Rutter et ql, 1979, D'aAmico, 1980),'
on évaluﬁtion utilization (Bank, 1981), Kennedy et'aI, 1980, Ly@p
et»él, 1978, and on in-service education/staff development (Joyce and Showersﬁil981), '
Stallings, 1981, Little, 1981) report very similar fesults. While the converéence )
is not perfect, the esséntial similarities servé.as a kind of external validation

i

that we are on to scnethlng worthwhile, .

‘There are at least four broad issues requiring more work to
which I will refer briefly here as (1) theories of contingencie§,
(2) theories of changing, (3) practical implicatiocns, and (4) question

of the impact of chaﬁbe. Relative tp the ipﬁortance of contingency

thinking, there are numerous Viables,opefating in any”given situation.




a situationally specific range. o

Questions of contingency refer to the combinaticas and interactive

T

effects which occur in partﬁcular settings at particular times.
Pven.at the level of the 14 factors discussed in this paper there
AYe numerous ‘interactions and variations posslble. When one moves

to the level of specific events and to large numbers of soc1a1 and

-~

personal variables affecting change processes and outcomes, the

3 5 .
possibilities are countless. .Yet we need theories and explanations
.- o R Al ) o -

. closer, to the action which do begin to map out. contingencies and
x‘; Q
their consequences (the 12 .case studlcs and cross site analysis in

the DESSI pro;ect is one 1mpress1ve example of what this entalls

and what ‘benefits (more powerful, detalled explanations} accrue --

Crandall ‘et al, forthcoming).
Better comprehens1on of contlngencles forms an important

foundatlon for the second issue which should be addressed, namely,

}/' the need for theor1es ‘of changing ~=- how to move from A to B. *

Case ‘studies of successful efforts, of course, do not contaln

direct lessions for how to obtain success in other situations.

The transfer of knowledge about change raises a whole new set ot

2 : .
issues. Some situations may not be amenable to any change attempts.
) )

In other sltuatlons, there are many dlfferent ways and places where
¢
one could start, and these will vary. 1Is it better to put more ) .
' 1 - Tk -
emphasis on program development, leadership training staff

development, or clinate change, or to do nothing, when one has-to make

3

*To state the matter differently, "contlngency" refers to the need,
for more detailed explanations, while ”changlng refers to
strategies for influe?C1ng situations in deslred directions.

.

¥

.
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‘cho%ces about where to place resources. In swm, contingency z
. ’

[

thinking combined with .strategies for changing (whig¢h variables inf
given situations are most'impprtagt and most alterable) represents

a critical line of future inquiry, if we are to build on the”

consideraple progress made in~tﬁe past five yearg.
The third iss@e - pnactical(iﬁplications -- can be developed

only to a certain extént in this paper. At one level the fourtéen

4

factors can serve.as a checklist for approaching change more
{ S .

. thorcughly. They offer in a direct way a set of guidelines for
those aspects of change which should be planned for, discussed

and double checked throughout the process of change. Note also,

‘

)
fourteen factors must be viewed in

1

the message iz that the
combination, not in isolation from each other. .

©

At an individual rcle level, however, we need more custoﬁ;zed

analysis and specific sug.;gestions.° How to cope with chéhgé’will'Be
a Qéfy different pggposipion if one is a teacher versus a principal
vs. a parent vs. a district Qr‘state policy maﬁer; and whether one

is‘intercsted'in initiating change or forced to respon§ to prngrams‘
initiated by‘others.; L

Th " fourth issue is thé big one. Doeé educgﬁional change, .even
when impleMEnzed make a éifferencqiin the short, intéfmediaté and

long run on student learning and life chances, on teaiyér satisfaction

-and development, on the schbol as an organization? %/assume we will

never have satisfactory answers to these<questiOns,»butA£he recent

¥
-~

*In a recent book I have written separate™~chapters for each of the
main roles including analyses of the situation in each role, and
corresponding: guidelines for action. (Fullan, 1982).

.
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\work on conceptualizing and measu:ing’é va;iety of outcomes ° : ..
should stimulate us to continue to struggle with these questions, _ ‘

~and to move ggward greateg enlightment. 1In the meantime, with

'onlx>about twelve years of intensive reéearch on problems of

implementation behind us, we haﬁén't\ﬁone badly when you think
. S

.

about it.

-
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